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L REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The invention is assigned to Intel Corporation of 2200 Mission College 
Boulevard, Santa Clara, California 95052. Intel Corporation is the real party in interest. 

II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

To the best of Appellants' knowledge, there are no appeals or interferences 
related to the present appeal that will directly affect, be directly affected by, or have a 
bearing on the Board's decision. 

III. STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

Claims 1-26 are currently pending in the above-referenced patent application. 
All claims stand rejected either under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) or 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in the 
Final Office Action mailed on September 29, 2005 and are the claims subject to this 
appeal. The original patent application as filed on December 16, 2001 included claims 
1-30. Claims 27-30 were canceled by the response filed on December 7, 2004. 
Appendix A includes a copy of the claims subject to this appeal. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

In an Office Action dated Octobers, 2004, claims 1-2, 9-10, 17 and 19 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) with the Examiner stating that the claims were 
anticipated by Chhatriwala et al. (U.S. Patent # 6,725,060). Claims 21-24 and 26 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by the pdQ Basics Handbook (80- 
68788-1 , Rev. A). Claims 3-6 and 1 1 were further rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) for 
being unpatentable over Chhatriwala et al. in view of the pdQ Basics Handbook (80- 
68788-1 , Rev. A). Claims 7 and 8 were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for being 
unpatentable over Chhatriwala et al. Claims 12-16, 18 and 20 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) for being unpatentable over Chhatriwala et al. in view of Nickum (U.S. 
Patent # 6,760,600). Claims 25 and 27-30 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for 
being unpatentable over the pdQ Basics Handbook (80-68788-1 , Rev. A) in view of 
Nickum (U.S. Patent # 6,760,600). 

2 
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Appellant submitted an amendment on December 7, 2004 to resolve the issues 
for the U.S.C. § 102(e) and 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejections. 

In an Office Action dated September 29, 2005, claims 1-2, 9-10, 17 and 19 were 
again rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) with the Examiner once again holding that the 
claims were anticipated by Chhatriwala et al. (U.S. Patent # 6,725,060). The action 
was made final. The rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for claims 3-6 and 1 1 , claims 7 
and 8, claims 12-16, 18 and 20 were maintained. In addition, claims 21-24 and 26 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for being unpatentable over the pdQ Basics Handbook 
(80-68788-1 , Rev. A) in view of Chhatriwala et al. (U.S. Patent # 6,725,060). Claim 25 
was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for being unpatentable over the pdQ Basics 
Handbook (80-68788-1 , Rev. A) in view of Chhatriwala et al. (U.S. Patent # 6,725,060) 
and further in view of Nickum (U.S. Patent # 6,760,600). 

V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

Appellants' claimed invention is for a system that includes a host processor 
having an active state that allows a user to specify a policy, and an inactive state where 
the host processor is inoperative to user inputs. When the host processor is in the 
inactive state a device coupled to the host processor may transmit and receive Radio 
Frequency (RF) signals in accordance with the policy previously specified. 

The specification provides on page 6, lines 1-6, the details that describe the 
active state of the host processor as a powered-on state that provides interaction 
between the user and the processor. Further, the host active state allows software 
applications to execute. The specification further provides on page 6, lines 6-17, the 
details that describe the inactive state of the host processor as a powered-off state that 
inhibits interaction between the user and the processor. Page 6, line 28, and continuing 
to page 7, line 2, iterates that the RF device may act autonomously or separately from 
the host processor in the inactive state to transmit and receive data in accordance with 
the user-defined policy. 
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The specification as described on page 7, lines 3-23, shows user-defined rules 
for a "policy" that may govern the types of data requested in a wireless communication. 
The provided examples include intranet services, e-commerce sen/ices, data-intensive 
services, user preferences, email messages, stock quotes, or user-defined web Uniform 
Resource Locators (URLs). The RF device may act autonomously or separately from 
the host processor because a file that stores the policy may be downloaded to the RF 
device and again stored, then used by the RF device to govern the wireless 
communications even when the host processor is in the inactive state. 

VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

The issues for consideration on this appeal are: 

A. Whether claims 1 , 2, 9, 10, 17 and 19 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as being anticipated by Chhatriwala et al. 

B. Whether claims 3-6 and 11 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Chhatriwala et al. in view of the pdQ Basics Handbook 
(80-68788-1. Rev. A). 

C. Whether claims 7 and 8 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chhatriwala et al. 

D. Whether claims 12-16, 18 and 20 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Chhatriwala et al. in view of Nickum (U.S. Patent # 
6,760,600). 

E. Whether claims 21-24 and 26 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over the pdQ Basics Handbook (80-68788-1, Rev. A). 

in view of Chhatriwala et al. 

F. Whether claim 25 is properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the pdQ Basics Handbook (80-68788-1, Rev. A) in view of 
Chhatriwala et al. as applied to claim 23, and further in view of Nickum (U.S. 
Patent # 6,760,600). 
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VII. ARGUMENT 

THE EXAMINER'S ARGUMENT 

The Office Action states that Chhatriwala et al. teach Appellants' claim 1 that 
recites a host processor having an active state that allows a user to specify a policy and 
an inactive state where the host processor is inoperative to user inputs. The Examiner 
reads the host processor as the PDA unit 20. The Examiner cites column 2, lines 46-49 
to show that the PDA has active and inactive states, where the inactive state is a sleep 
mode responsive to cessation of activity. The Examiner further points to column 1, 
lines 1 9-24, to show that the PDA unit 20 is capable of specifying a policy by pointing 
out the unit runs applications such as personal scheduling programs, address books, 
games and notepad programs. 

Appellants' claim 1 further recites a device that is coupled to the host processor 
to transmit and receive Radio Frequency (RF) signals in accordance with the policy 
when the host processor is in the inactive state. The Examiner cites column 3, lines 59- 
61 , and column 4, lines 31 -37, to show that the PDA may be in a mode that is 
independent from the wireless phone operation, such as receiving incoming calls or 
placing outgoing calls. 

APPELLANTS' RESPONSE TO THE EXAMINER'S ARGUMENT 

(A) Claims 1-2, 9-10, 17 and 19 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) 
with the Office Action stating that the claims are anticipated by Chhatriwala et al. 
Appellant respectfully requests that this rejection be overturned for the following 
reasons. 

Claim 1 

Chhatriwala et al. do teach in column 3, lines 59-61, that the PDA unit 20 may be 
in a power-off state or a power-on state without regards to the state of operation of the 
wireless telephone 30. Chhatriwala et al. further teach in column 3, lines 25-30, that 
the PDA unit 20 may receive user information through the display 40. Therefore, 
Appellants agree with the Examiner's assessment that PDA unit 20 has an active state 
and an inactive state and that while in the inactive state the PDA unit 20 is inoperative 
to user inputs. 

5 
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Appellants disagree with the Examiner's definition of the term "policy*. Also, 
Appellants disagree with the Examiner's assessment that the remaining portion of 
Appellants' claim 1 is anticipated by the reference of Chhatriwala et al., namely, that a 
device coupled to the host processor transmits and receives Radio Frequency (RF) 
signals in accordance with the policy when the host processor is in the inactive state. 

Chhatriwala et at. do illustrate in FIG. 1 and teach in column 3, lines 3-28, that a 
wireless telephone/pager 30 may be powered off and the PDA unit 20 operable to 
receive information from the user through the display 40. Thus, Chhatriwala et al. teach 
an inactive wireless telephone/pager 30 and an active PDA unit 20, However, a portion 
of Appellants' claimed invention involves the opposite condition, namely, that the PDA 
unit 20 be inactive while wireless telephone/pager 30 is active. Chhatriwala et al. do 
not teach or comment on this combination of an inactive PDA unit and an active 
wireless telephone/pager 30. Chhatriwala et al. are silent on whether the wireless 
telephone transmits and receives information while the PDA unit 20 is inactive. 

Further, Appellants' claim 1 recites that a host processor has an active state that 
allows a user to specify a policy and a device that transmits RF signals in accordance 
with the policy when the host processor is in the inactive state. The Examiner points to 
column 1 , lines 19-24, to show that a host processor has an active state that allows a 
user to specify a policy. The so called policy set by Chhatriwala et al. is described as 
"personal scheduling programs, address books, games and notepad programs 11 . 
Appellants point out that Chhatriwala et al. provided this list as "applications*, not 
"policy". Also note that the applications specified as "personal scheduling programs, 
address books, games and notepad programs" are only intended for the PDA unit 20 
and not for the wireless telephone/pager 30. 

Again, it is Appellants belief that Chhatriwala et al. did not intend to use the 
application list that includes "personal scheduling programs, address books, games and 
notepad programs" to transmit RF signals in accordance with this so called "policy". 
Also note that Chhatriwala et al. do not teach or suggest that the PDA unit 20 may 
transfer a user-defined policy to a device for use in transmitting RF signals. In other 
words, there is no electrical path, indication or evidence that Chhatriwala's wireless 
telephone/pager 30 is able to respond to a policy set by a user, 

6 
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The reference of Chhatriwala et al. does not teach or suggest this claimed feature 
of Appellant's base claims 1 , and therefore, the rejection of claim 1 under 35 ILS.C. 
§1 02(e) based on the cited reference should be removed. Claims 2, 9, and 10 directly 
depend from base claim 1 and are allowable for at least the same reasons as base 
claim 1 . 

Claim 17 

Appellants' claim 17 recites portable computer having a host processor, 
comprising an RF device to request data in accordance with a policy that stores user- 
defined services in preparation of a command from the host processor to request the 
user-defined services, wherein the RF device provides wireless transmission even 
when the host processor is in an inactive state. 

Again, as previously mentioned Chhatriwala et al. do not teach or suggest an RF 
device to request data in accordance with a policy, wherein the RF device provides 
wireless transmission even when the host processor is in an inactive state. 

Since the reference of Chhatriwala et al. neither teaches or suggests this claimed 
feature of Appellant's base claims 17, the rejection of claim 17 under 35 U,S,C. §1 02(e) 
based on the cited reference should be removed* Claim 19 depends from base claim 17 
and is allowable for at least the same reasons as base claim 17. 

(B) Claims 3-6 and 1 1 stand finally rejected under 35 U.SjC. §103(a) with the 
Office Action stating that the claims are unpatentable over Chhatriwala et al. in view of 
the pdQ Basics Handbook (80-68788-1 f Rev. A). The Examiner states that Chhatriwala 
et al, disclose a policy that includes at least one selected from a group of intranet 
services, e-commerce services, user preferences, email messages, stock quotes, or 
Uniform Resource Locators (URLs). Appellant respectfully disagrees that Appellant 
respectfully requests that this rejection be overturned for the following reasons* 

Claims 3-6 and 1 1 depend, either directly or indirectly, from base claim 1 and are 
believed to be allowable based on claim 1 being allowable. 

(C) Claims 7 and 8. stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) with the Office 
Action stating that the claims are unpatentable over Chhatriwala et al. 

7 
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Claims 7 and 8 depend, either directly or indirectly, from base claim 1 and are 
believed to be allowable based on claim 1 being allowable. 

(D) Claims 12-16, 18 and 20 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) with 
the Office Action stating that the claims are unpatentable over Chhatriwala et al. in view 
of Nickum (U.S. Patent # 6,760,600), 

Appellants' claim 12 recites a host processor having an active state to generate 
a policy and an inactive state where the host processor in not responsive to user inputs. 
An RF device is attached to a card to insert into a slot of the portable system, wherein 
the RF device after insertion into the slot is coupled to the host processor to receive the 
policy and transmit and receive Radio Frequency (RF) signals in accordance with the 
policy when the host processor is in the inactive state. 

It has already been stated that Chhatriwala et al. do not teach or suggest an RF 
device coupled to a host processor to receive a policy, where the device then transmits 
and receives Radio Frequency (RF) signals in accordance with the policy when the host 
processor is in an inactive state. 

Nickum teaches a variety of devices connected together, where the devices are 
easily detached and individually functional. When attached together, these devices 
provide a communication apparatus that is portable and operational. Nickum teaches 
that the individual devices are each powered by batteries, or alternatively, these devices 
may be connected to a common power supply. Nickum teaches in column 5, lines 49- 
56, power management functions that allow the cellular telephone 14 and pager 16 to be 
coupled to the power supply of computer 1 2. However, the power management taught 
by Nickum does not extend to placing the processor in an inactive state and having the 
RF pager device transmit signals. 

Note that it is not Appellants intent to attack the relied upon references 
separately but the references, either taken singularly or in combination, do not include 
an RF device coupled to a host processor to receive a policy, where the device then 
transmits and receives Radio Frequency (RF) signals in accordance with the policy 
when the host processor Is in an inactive state as recited in Appellants 1 claim 12. 
Accordingly, the Examiner's references provided in support of the rejection of the 
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subject patent application under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chhatriwala et al. in view of Nickum should be removed. 

Claims 13-16 depend, either directly or indirectly, from base claim 12 and are 
believed to be allowable based on claim 12 being allowable. 

Claims 18 and 20 directly depend from base claim 17 and are believed to be 
allowable based on independent claim 17 being allowable. 

(E) Claims 21-24 and 26 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) with the 
Office Action stating that the claims are unpatentable over the pdQ Basics Handbook 
(80-68788-1, Rev. A), in view of Chhatriwala et al. 

Appellants 1 claim 21 recites the actions of updating a policy using a processor in a 
powered state; downloading the policy to a device; placing the processor in an inactive 
state; and using the device to transmit and receive Radio Frequency (RF) signals 
according to the policy even when the processor is in the inactive state. 

Appellants believe that it has already been shown that the reference of 
Chhatriwala et al. operates "applications" in the PDA unit 20 and does not show 
updating a policy using a processor in a powered state. It has also been shown that 
Chhatriwala et al. do not teach or suggest downloading the policy to a device. And 
finally, Chhatriwala et al. does not demonstrate a device that transmits and receives 
Radio Frequency (RF) signals according to the policy even when the processor is in the 
inactive state. These features of Appellants' claim 21 are not taught or shown in the 
Chhatriwala et aL reference. 

The Examiner points to the pdQ Basics Handbook, chapter 3, page 1 ; chapter 2, 
pages 18-19; and chapter 5, page 58 to show a phone that is turned on, capable of 
sending and receiving calls, deploying palm applications, installing applications, making 
a data connection, and checking and responding to messages. Appellants agree that 
the Palm device can provide these activities listed by the Examiner. However, 
Appellants 1 claim 21 recites updating a policy using a processor (identified by the 
Examiner as the Palm) in a powered state, downloading the policy to a device, placing 
the processor in an inactive state, and using the device to transmit and receive Radio 
Frequency (RF) signals according to the policy even when the processor is in the 
inactive state. 
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In chapter 1 , page 7 of the pdQ Basics Handbook it is stated that Palm™ 
connected organizer applications allow phone calls, email, or Internet access directly 
from Palm applications. Not stated is whether the Palm downloads a user installed 
policy to a device before powering off the Palm device, then uses the device to transmit 
and receive Radio Frequency (RF) signals according to the policy even when the Palm 
is in an inactive state. The Examiner identifies chapter 8, pages 75-76 to disclose the 
Palm device downloading the policy to a device. Appellants believe that chapter 8 in the 
pdQ Basics Handbook does disclose instructions that allow a user to enter a policy into 
an active Palm device. Again, not stated is whether the Palm downloads the user 
installed policy to a device before powering off the Palm device, then uses the device to 
transmit and receive Radio Frequency (RF) signals according to the policy even when 
the Palm is in an inactive state. 

It is well established that obviousness requires a teaching or a suggestion by the 
relied upon prior art of all the elements of a claim (M.P.E.P. §2142). Without conceding 
the appropriateness of the combination, Appellants respectfully submit that the 
combination of the pdQ Basics Handbook (80-68788-1, Rev. A) and Chhatriwala et al. 
does not meet the requirements of an obvious rejection in that neither reference 
teaches nor suggests downloading a policy to a device; placing the processor in an 
inactive state; and using the device to transmit and receive Radio Frequency (RF) 
signals according to the policy even when the processor is in the inactive state. 

Appellants would like to emphasize that the preceding paragraphs were not 
intended to attack the pdQ Basics Handbook and Chhatriwala et al. separately. But 
instead, Appellants have shown how each is devoid of certain claimed elements and 
limitations so that, by default, the combination is also devoid of at least some of the 
features of Appellants' claimed invention. 

Claims 22-24 and 26 depend, either directly or indirectly, from base claim 21 and 
are believed to be allowable based on independent claim 21 being allowable. 

(F) Claim 25 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) with the Office 
Action stating that the claims are unpatentable over the pdQ Basics Handbook (80- 
68788-1 , Rev. A) in view of Chhatriwala et al. as applied to claim 23, and further in view 
of Nickum (U.S. Patent # 6,760,600). 
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Appellants' claim 25 depends from Appellants' claim 21 and is believed to be 
allowable for at least the same reasons as base claim 21 being allowable. 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

Appellants respectfully submit that in view of the foregoing all the pending claims 
in this patent application are patentable and request that the Board of Patent Appeals 
and Interferences overrule the Examiner and direct allowance of the rejected claims. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/ Lannv L. Parker / 

Lanny L. Parker 

Patent Agent for Appellant 
Registration Number: 44,281 
Intel Corporation 
(480) 715-5388 



c/o 

Blakely, Sokoloff, Taylor & Zafman 
12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(503) 264-0967 
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APPENDIX A: 
(Claims On Appeal) 

1. A system, comprising: 

a host processor having an active state that allows a user to specify a policy, and 
an inactive state where the host processor is inoperative to user inputs; and 

a device coupled to the host processor to transmit and receive Radio Frequency 
(RF) signals in accordance with the policy when the host processor is in the inactive 
state. 

2. The system of claim 1 , wherein the inactive state of the host processor 
includes the host processor in one of a power-off state, a power-down state, a standby 
state and a sleep state. 

3. The system of claim 1, wherein the policy includes at least one selected from 
a group that includes intranet services, e-commerce services, user preferences, email 
messages, stock quotes, or Uniform Resource Locators (URLs). 

4. The system of claim 1 , further comprising a memory coupled to the host 
processor and to the device. 

5. The system of claim 4, wherein the memory stores data received by the 
device when the host processor is in the inactive state. 

6. The system of claim 4, wherein the memory stores the policy. 

7. The system of claim 1 , where the host processor retrieves data from the 
device and distinguishes cached data retrieved by the host processor. 

8. The system of claim 7, where the device differentiates between the cached 
data for age information and live data. 
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9. The system of claim 1 , wherein the policy is defined by a user interacting with 
the host processor in the active state. 

10. The system of claim 1 wherein the device remains powered when the host 
processor is inactive. 

1 1 . The system of claim 1 , further including an application processor having a 
bus coupled to the host processor. 

12. A portable system, comprising: 

a host processor having an active state to generate a policy and an inactive state 
where the host processor in not responsive to user inputs; and 

an RF device attached to a card to insert into a slot of the portable system, 
wherein the RF device after insertion into the slot is coupled to the host processor to 
receive the policy and transmit and receive Radio Frequency (RF) signals in 
accordance with the policy when the host processor is in the inactive state. 

13. The portable system of claim 12, wherein the RF device transmits and 
receives RF signals in accordance with the policy when the card is detached from the 
portable system. 

14. The portable system of claim 12, wherein the card is a PCMCIA card. 

15. The portable system of claim 14, wherein the PCMCIA card is a Type II PC 

card. 

16. The portable system of claim 12, wherein the RF device receives a policy to 
communicate with the host processor and change to the active state according to a 
completion of transmission or reception of data. 
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17. A portable computer having a host processor, comprising an RF device to 
request data in accordance with a policy that stores user-def ined services in 
preparation of a command from the host processor to request the user-defined 
services, wherein the RF device provides wireless transmission even when the host 
processor is in an inactive state. 

1 8. The portable computer of claim 1 7, wherein the RF device is attached to a 
PCMCIA card that is inserted into a slot in the portable computer that houses the host 
processor. 

19. The portable computer of claim 17, wherein the host processor is powered- 
off while the RF device requests data in accordance with the policy. 

20. The portable computer of claim 17, wherein the RF device transmits and 
receives signals in accordance with the policy and acts autonomously from the host 
processor when removed from the portable computer. 

21. A method, comprising: 

updating a policy using a processor in a powered state; 

downloading the policy to a device; 

placing the processor in an inactive state; and 

using the device to transmit and receive Radio Frequency (RF) signals according 
to the policy even when the processor is in the inactive state. 

22. The method of claim 21 , further comprising storing the RF signals in a 
memory coupled to the device. 

23. The method of claim 22, further comprising providing power to place the 
processor in a powered-on state. 

24. The method of claim 23, further comprising generating a request from the 
powered-on processor to receive the RF signals from the device. 

14 

PAGE 18/19 * RCVD AT 12/23/2005 5:31:37 PM [Eastern Standard TimeJ * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/24 s DNIS:2738300 * CSID:480 715 7738 s DURATION (mm-ss):05-28 



•• DEC-23-2005 15:47 FROM INTEL LEGAL TO 915712738300 P. 19/19 

42390P12945 

25. The method of claim 23, wherein the request is passed to the device 
attached to a PCMCIA card that is inserted into a slot in a computer that houses the 
processor. 

26. The method of claim 23, further comprising updating the policy with a record 
of activity between the processor and the device. 

27-30 (Withdrawn from consideration). 
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